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Dear Supervisors:

CONTRACT EXTENSIONS/COST REDUCTIONS RECOMMENDATIONS:
BOARD LETTER NO.3

(ALL DISTRICTS AFFECTED) (3 VOTES)

SUBJECT

Based on Board direction from your meeting of June 16, 2009, this letter includes the third
set of recommended contract amendments offering term extensions in consideration for
immediate cost reductions.

IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT YOUR BOARD:

1. Approve and delegate authority to the affected department heads to execute
contract amendments described in Attachments I through IX as recommended by
the Chief Executive Officer and approved as to form by County Counsel, to extend
terms and reduce the annual contract amount under your Board's contract cost
reduction initiative effective for 2009-10.

2. Instruct the affected department heads to notify your Board and the Chief Executive

Office, in writing, within ten business days after execution of such amendments.

PURPOSE/JUSTIFICATION OF RECOMMENDED ACTION

On June 16, 2009, your Board directed the Chief Executive Officer, working with the
Internal Services Department, County Counsel, Auditor-Controller, and other departments,
as needed, to develop the parameters for a contract cost savings initiative for existing
contractors. Your Board also directed the Chief Executive Officer to provide all
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departments with a "model" letter to send to contractors by early July, requesting that
contractors reduce their rates in exchange for term extensions without competitive bidding.

On June 25, 2009, this Office provided instructions to departments, establishing the criteria
pertaining to these contracts and a timeline for reporting back on those contracts

recommended for extension/cost reduction. Departments subsequently canvassed their
contracts and solicited offers from contractors which met the appropriate criteria,
requesting price reductions in exchange for one-year and/or two-year extensions.

Contractors responded with varying degrees of price reductions, and upon consideration
and further negotiations by departments, contract amendments for the following
departments are recommended:

. Child Support Services - One (1) Contract Amendment, 2009-10 savings of

$515,000 - (Attachment I).

. County Counsel - One (1) Contract Amendment, 2009-10 savings of $4,558 -

(Attachment II).

. Human Resources - One (1) Contract Amendment, 2009-10 savings of $14,926 -
(Attachment III).

. Health Services - Six (6) Contract Amendments, 2009-10 savings of $269,451-

(Attachment IV). Please note: The Department is recommending approval of two
contracts (75938 - AMR and 701585 Philps) beyond the two-year extension period
and one contract (207974 Superior Scientific) below the 5 percent threshold
identified by your Board for this initiative. Justification for these variances has been
provided in the attached memo to this Offce.

. Internal Services - One (1) Contract Amendment, 2009-10 savings of $58,707-

(Attachment V).

. Probation - Eighteen (18) Contract Amendments, 2009-10 savings of $299,165

and revenue of $15,705 - (Attachment VI).

. Public Library - Four (4) Contract Amendments, 2009-10 savings of $11,207 -

(Attachment VII).

. Public Works - One (1) Contract Amendment, 2009-10 savings of $39,133 -

(Attachment VIIi).

. Sheriff's Department - Six (6) Contract Amendments, 2009-10 savings of

$101,060 and revenue of $120,000 - (Attachment IX).
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As referenced above, attached to this letter are memoranda from the affected
departments, each providing:

. Background on the subject contract(s);

. Identification ofthe proposed cost reduction/extension and the related fiscal impact;

and

. A discussion of the analysis and due diligence conducted by the department to

justify the recommended amendment(s).

Upon your Board's authorization, affected department heads wil execute the contract
amendments to effect the changes described in their memoranda.

FISCAL IMPACT/FINANCING

This transmittal references 39 contract amendments that, if approved, would result in an
estimated total annual savings of $1,313,207 which includes NCC savings of $478,416 for
2009-10. Included in this submittal are two revenue contracts that will increase revenue by
$135,705.

In conjunction with the first two letters approved by your Board on
September 8 and 15, 2009, entitled Contract Extensions/Cost Reductions
Recommendations Board Letter No.1 and No.2, respectively, the cumulative projected
total savings/revenue of amendments approved through this initiative is $6,714,575 which
includes NCC savings of $2,252,887 and a revenue increase of $135,705 for 2009-10.

FACTS AND PROVISIONS/LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

This effort pertains to current contracts which were planned to be competitively rebid upon
expiration and for which a competitive solicitation process was not already underway. The
cost reductions would need to be implemented for 2009-10 and throughout the extended
period. Living Wage rates will not be reduced as part of this effort.

Departments were directed to exclude from consideration contracts for which:

. A more favorable cost may be obtained via a competitive bid process;

. Departments have identified contractor performance issues with the current
contractor;

. Departments are uncertain if the services wil be needed for the extended term; and
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. Reductions have already been imposed as part of the 2008-09 or 2009-1 0 County

budgets.

IMPACT ON CURRENT SERVICES (OR PROJECTS)

This effort is intended to produce immediate cost savings in light of the fiscal challenges
faced by the County. The proposed contract amendments should not have a negative
impact on the level or quality of service provided to the County by the affected contractors.

CONCLUSION

This Office will continue to package and forward additional contract amendments
consistent with this effort, for Board approval, as they become available.

Respectfully submitted,

L~
WILLIAM T FUJIOKA
Chief Executive Officer

WTF:ES:MKZ
FC:JH:pg

Attachments

c: All Department Heads
Administrative Deputies
Contract Managers' Network

2009-10 -10-20-09 Contract Extensions/Reductions Recommendations - Board Letter No.3



ATTACHMENT I

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES I ~
Child Support Services Department ",.

STEEN J. GOLIGHTLY
Director

August 20,2009

From: Steven J. Golightly,
Child Support Services :.;. ..- _. . ~. n' _. ,.- " _:' . ' ...._-..:..,u.:_ _...:_.....-...-..-....-...-._.-,,---,"

..,:....,.:.,.,::'.,._::::-',-.,-;

"i.R'eêit:EST

To: Wiliam T Fujioka
Chief Executive Officer

CONTRACT EXTENSIONS AND COST

On June 16. 2009, the Board on motion of Supervisor Ridley-Thomas, instructed the
Chief Executive Offce (CEO), working with the Internal Services Department, County
Counsel, Auditor-Controller, and other departments as needed, to develop the
parameters for a contract cost savings initiative by requesting that contractors reduce
contract costs effective in 2009-10. in return for contract extensions. The Board also
authorized any contract extensions authorized under this initiative be executed without
competitive bidding and directed the CEO to include any resulting reductions in
Supplemental Changes for the 2009-10 County Budget.

On June 25, 2009, the CEO, acting on the Board's direction, provided instructions for
implementation of this cost savings initiative. requesting that contractors reduce contract
costs effective in 2009-10 in return for contract extensions. The. instructions directed

departments to canvass their contracts which met the appropriate criteria, and solicit
Ofers from thóSè affeced contractrs to reduce the cost of the contracts: in exchange
for one-year andÎor two-year extensions.

Accordingly, I am recommending that the CEO propose to the Board of Supervisors the
following contract amendment to reduce cost and extend terms onlv (amendments wil
be approved as to form by County Counsel):

EXECUTIVE OFFICES
5770 Soùth Eastern Avenue. Commerce, CA 90040 . (323) 889-3400

"To Enrich Lives Through Effective And Caring Service"
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Contract #76187 Electronic Document Processing, Inc., (dba EDP Legal Services)

Background

On June 19, 2007, the Board of Supervisors authorized the Child Support
Services Department (CSSD) to enter into an agreement with .EDP Legal
Services to perform service of legal process for the CSSD. The Agreement was ,
funded for an initial period of twenty-four (24) months beginning August 29, 2007
through August 28, 2009. Compensation for the services shall not exceed $1.5
millon annually, for the term of the Agreement. The cost associated with this
service is subvened at a. rate of 100 percent by the State and federal

government. Upon mutual agreement of both parties, the Agreement would be
renewed automatically for two additional twelve (12) 'month periods. The
termination date of the current Agreement is August 29, 2011. There is no net
County Cost.

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact

Please see the following Attachments .

. EDP Legal Services Contract Amendment.

. Contract Extension/Cost Reduation Price Schedule, Attachment A

There is no net County Cost.

Justification

Attachments

c: County Counsel



Attchment A

Contract Extension/Cost Reduction Price Schedule.

Total Reduction of Budgeted Revenue Four Year Contract (two year extension)

Contract Year

2009-2010 (existing Contract)

2010-2011 (existing Contract)

2011-2012 (two year extension)

2012-2013 (two year extension)

Total

...rn~.~.nid.~"f::li.~oat~~~.$am.........'.'........'..C utr8ht' ..... ètdêd*'....'ln,tbl. ·. ..... ................................... ...... .Jti

$1,500,000

$1,500,000

$1,500,000

$1,500,000

$6,000,000

$ 984,900

$ 984,900

$ 984,900

$ 984,900

$3,939,600

$ 82,075

$ 82,075

$ 82,075

$ 82,075

Savings Cost Reduction

$ 515,500 35%

$ 515,500 35%

$ 515,500 35%

$ 515,500 35%

$2,062,000

· Fixed Rate



ATTACHMENT II

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
OFFICE OF THE COUNTY COUNSEL

648 KENNETH HAHN HALL OF ADMINISTRATION

500 WEST TEMPLE STREET

LOS ANGELES, CALIFORNIA 90012-2713

ROBERT E. KALUNIAN
Acting County Counsel September 21, 2009 .

TELEPHONE

(213) 974-1801

FACSIMILE

(213) 626-7446

TDD

(213) 633-0901

E-MAIL

bkal un ian(gcounsel.lacounty.gov

TO: WILLIAM T FUJIOKA
Chief Executive Offcer

FROM: ROBERTE.KALUNI~ )'
Acting County Counsel ~c. '-

RE: Contract ExtensionIeduction.

. On June 16, 2009, the Board of Supervisors, on niotion of
Supervisor Ridley-Thomas, instrcted the Chief Executive Office ("CEO"),
working with the Internal Services Deparent, County Counsel, Auditor-
Controller, and other departents as needed, to develop the parameters for a

contract cost savings initiative by requesting that contractors"educe contract costs
effective in 2009-10 in retu for contract extensions. The Board also authorized

any contract extensions authorized under ths initiative be executed without
competitive bidding and directed the CEO to include any resulting reductions in
Supplemental Changes for the 2009-10 County Budget.

On June 25, 2009, the CEO, acting on the Board's direction,
provided instructions for implementation of this cost savings initiative requesting
that contractors reduce contract costs effective in 2009-10 in return for contract
extensions. The instrctions directed. departents to canvass their contracts
which met the appropriate criteria, and solicit offers from those affected
contractors to reduce the cost of the contracts in ~xchange for one-year and/or
two-year extensions.

Accordingly, I am recommending that the CEO .propose to the
Board of Supervisors the following contract amendients to reduce costs and
extend terms only (amendments wil be approved as to form by County Counsel):

HOA.63881 0.3
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Contract No. 75739 - Unlimited Reprograp~ics

Background

Unlimited Reprographics (Unlimited) provides photocopying,
scaning, digital imaging and media duplication, subpoena preparation, and .

related services upon request from County Counsel's paralegal, secretarial,
administrative and management personneL. This contract was entered into on
July 1,2006 and expires on June 30, 2010, with the option to extend the term of
the Agreement to June 30, 2011. The contract cost for this agreement is based on
usage and varies each month. Please note ti-at all costs for our services contracts
are biled to individual client departments, as a result, there is no net County cost
for our deparent.

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact

We recommend a one-year extension term (2010-2011) for a
5 percent cost reduction proposed by Unlimited. According to the expenditures
for fiscal year 08/09 which are based on usage, we anticipate a cost reduction of
approximately $4,558.

Justification for Contract Amendments

The Department informed each of the above services contract
vendors that due to the significant budget challenges that the County of
Los Angeles is facing, we are requesting that contractors consider reducing their
rates in exchange for an extension of the contract term without any competitive
bidding. As a result, Unlimited Reprographics offered the percentage contract
cost reduction stated above in exchange for a onè-year extension. The proposed
percentage reduction wil extend the service agreement allowing for the continued

provision of the services provided by the contractor, and eliminate the need to
competitively solicit for these services reducing County cost.

Please let me know if you have any questions, or your staff
may contact Veritta Smith at (213) 974-0718, or by email at
vsmith~counsel.lacounty .gov.

REK:vs

HOA6388 i OJ



t,-- ATTACHMENT II

( COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES

HEQUARTERS
579 KENNTH HA HAL OF ADMIISTRTION. LOS ANGELES, CALIFORN 90012

(213) 974-2406 FAX (213) 621-0387

BRACH OFFICE
3333 WISHI BOULEY AR. LOS ANGELES, CALIFORN 90010

(213) 738-2222 FAX (213) 637-0820

LISA M. GARTT
ACTIG DIRCTOR OF PERSONNL

October 2,2009

To:

From:

Wiliam T Fujioka
Chief Executive Officer

Lisa M. Garrett))~ ~
Acting Directot~~rsonnel

CONTRACT EXTENSIONS AND COST REDUCTIONS APPROVAL
REQUEST

Subject:

On June 16, 2009 the Board, on motion of Supervisor Ridley-Thomas, instructed the Chief
Executive Office (CEO), working with the Internal Services Department, County Counsel,
Auditor-Controller, and other departments as needed, to develop the parameters for a
contract cost savings initiative by requesting that contractors reduce contract costs
effective in 2009-10 in return for contract extensions. The Board also authorized any
contract extensions authorized under this initiative be executed without competitive bidding
and directed the CEO to include any resulting reductions in Supplemental Changes for the
2009-10 County Budget.

On June 25, 2009, the CEO, acting on the Board's direction, provided instructions for
implementation of this cost savings initiative requesting that contractors reduce contract
costs effective in 2009-10 in return for contract extensions. The instructions directed
departments to canvass their contracts which met the appropriate criteria, and solicit offers
from those affected contractors to reduce the cost of the contracts in exchange for
one-year and/or two-year extensions.

Accordingly, we are recommending that the CEO propose to the Board of Supervisors the
following contract amendments to reduce cost and extend terms onlv (amendments wil be
approved as to form by County Counsel):

Contract No.1 (California Litho-Arts)

Background

The Department of Human Resources (DHR) has contracted with California
Litho-Arts for over 10 years. California Litho-Arts provides printing services for the
Los Angeles County Digest for an annual cost of approximately $200,000.

To Enrich Lives Through Effctive and Caring Service
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$200,000 and there is no net County cost (NCC) to DHR associated with this
contract; however, there is a savings to other County departments since DHR will
not bil them for these costs.

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact

The contract was recently sent out to bid with California Litho-Arts being the only
vendor to respond with a 9.5% reduction in their current rates. The estimated
savings for FY 2009-10, which began September 1,2009, would be approximately
$14,926 and for FY 201 0-11 would be $17,911. There is no NCC savings to DHR;
however, there is a savings to other County departments since DHR wil not bil
them for these costs.

Justification.

We are recommending extending this contract at the 9.5% reduction for FY 2009-
10. In addition, we recommend extending for one additional year at the reduced
rate offered by California Litho-Arts and authorized by the Board initiative.

Please contact me at (213) 974-2406 if you have any questions, or your staff may contact
Elizabeth Maldonado of my staff at (213) 893-7817 or emaldonado(ghr.lacountV.Qov.

LMG:MLH
ADC:EM:tdb

c: County Counsel

H:\Contracts\Contract Extensions Cost Reductions - Dept Memo2.doc
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ATTACHMENT IV

September29,2009

TO: Wiliam T Fujioka
Chief Executive Offcer

John F. Schunhoff, Ph.D. tl oA_ A.f'L . . - -- ~Interim Director - iYVXl ~FROM:

SUBJECT: CONTRACT EXTENSIONS AND COST REDUCTIONS
APPROVAL REQUEST

On June 16, 2009 the Board, on motion of Supervisor Ridley-Thomas,
instructed the Chief Executive Office (CEO), working with the Internal
Services Department, County Counsel, Auditor-Controller, and other
departments as needed, to develop the parameters for a contract cost
savings initiative by requesting that contractors reduce contract costs
effective in 2009-10 in return for contract extensions. The Board also
authorized any contract extensions authorized under this initiative be
executed without competitive bidding and directed the CEO to include
any resulting reductions in Supplemental Changes for the 2009-10
County Budget.

On June 25, 2009, the CEO, acting on the Board's direction, provided
instructions for implementation of this cost savings initiative requesting
that contractors reduce contract costs effective in 2009-10 in return for
contract extensions. The instructions directed departments to canvass
their contracts which met the appropriate criteria, and solicit offers from
those affected contractors to reduce the cost of the contracts in
exchange for one-year and/or two-year extensions.

Accordingly, I am recommending that the CEO propose to the Board of
Supervisors the following contract amendments to reduce cost and
extend terms only (amendments wil be approved as to form by County
Counsel):

Contract No. 75938 - American Medical Response of Southern
California (AMR)

Background

Contract No. 75938 was awarded to AMR effective December 1, 2006
through November 30, 2009. The annual estimated maximum obligation
is $675,000.
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Recommended AmendmentiFiscallmpact

DHS recommends extending this contract for three years for a tot?'1 term of six years.
In exchange, AMR is offering an 8% cost reduction to be effective after Board approval
of the extension. The projected gross savings will be $23,625 for 2009-10.

Justification

AMR provides advanced life support and critical care ambulance transportation
services from the Martin Luther King, Jr.-Multi-Service Atnbulatory Care Center to

County and private sector hospitals. The primary purpose of this Contract was to
decompress inpatient beds at MLK-Harbor Hospital (MLK-H), on a temporary basis as
part of the MetroCare Plan. Since closure in August 2007 of MLK-H and the
emergency room, the need for these services has diminished, and hours and costs
have been adjusted accordingly. However, DHS anticipates the need for these
services wil continue and a contract extension is more cost effective than conducting

a solicitation. Although the three year recommended extension is beyond the two
years targeted with this initiative, the extension would provide services until the
targeted opening of Martin Luther King, Jr. HospitaL. An analysis was performed by
DHS and concluded that the recommended contract amendment is economically
advantageous to the County as it will delay a possible cost increase. In addition, the
recommended contract amendment will ensure the continuation of these necessary
ambulance transportation services to DHS. AMR has been a responsive contractor.

Contract No. H-702891 - Gyrus ACMI

Background

Contract No. H-702891 was awarded to Gyrus ACMI to provide medical equipment
maintenance and repair services effective August 1, 2008 for two years through July
31,20.10. The contract maximum obligation is $318,000 ($153,000 for the first year
and $165,000 for the second year).

Recommended AmendmentiFiscallmpact

DHS recommends amending this contract by adding two years for a total of four years.
In exchange, Gyrus ACMI is offering a 7% cost reduction to be effective after Board
approval of the extension. The projected gross savings will be $8,033 in 2009-10.
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Justification

Gyrus ACMI manufactures the endoscopes that are widely used in patient care
diagnosis. Gyrus ACMI provides all-inclusive, unlimited repair services which are cost
effective for the facilities. An analysis was performed by DHS and concluded that the
recommended contract amendment is economically advantageous to the County as it
will delay a possible cost increase. In addition, the recommended contract
amendment will ensure a continuation of quality equipment maintenance and repair
services to DHS. Gyrus ACMI has been a responsive contractor.

Contract No. H-700772 - Johnson Controls, Inc.

Background

Contract No. H-700772 was awarded to Johnson Controls, Inc. (JCI) effective July 1,
2006 for five years through June 30, 2011. The maximum obligation is $60,800
($12,160 per year).

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact

DHS recommends extending this contract for two years for a total term of seven years.
In exchange, JCI is offering a 10% cost reduction to be effective after Board approval
of the extension. The projected gross savings will be $912 in 2009-10.

Justification

JCI provides equipment maintenance and repair services for Rancho Los Amigos
National Rehabilitation Center's chilers. Rancho does not have the staff to be able to
maintain this technical equipment that serves multiple cooling needs including high
heat specialized equipment such as MRI and laser equipment. An analysis was
performed by DHS and concluded that the recommended contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as it wil delay a possible cost increase. In
addition, the recommended contract amendment wil ensure a continuation of vital
services to DHS. JCI has been a responsive contractor.

Contract No. H-702788 - Merry X-Ray Chemical Corporation

Background

Contract No. H-702788 was awarded to Merry X-Ray effective July 1, 2007 through
March 31,2010. The estimated annual cost is $185,000 for DHS.
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Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact

DHS recommends extending this contract for two years for a total term of 5 years. In
exchange, Merry X-Ray is offering a 7% cost reduction to be effective after Board
approval of the extension. The projected gross savings wil be $9,713 for 2009-10.

Justification

Merry X-Ray provides maintenance and repair services for mammography film
processors, other medical x-ray film processors and Water Saver Plus units, as well as
the collection and disposal of medical x-ray chemicals for several DHS facilities. An
analysis was performed by DHS and concluded that the recommended contract
amendment is economically advantageous to the County as it will delay a possible
cost increase. In addition, the recommended contract amendment wil ensure the
continuation of these necessary equipment maintenance and repair services to DHS.
Merry X-Ray has been a responsive contractor.

Contract No. H-207974 - Superior Scientific

Background

Contract No. H-207974 was awarded to Superior Scientific effective January 1, 2008
through December 31,2010. The annual maximum obligation is $439,740.

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact

DHS recommends extending this contract for two years for a total term of five years.
In exchange, Superior Scientific is offering a 2.5% cost reduction to be effective after
Board approval of the extension. The projected gross savings will be $10,993 for
2009-10.

Justification

Superior Scientific provides maintenance and repair services for a variety of laboratory
equipment at several DHS facilities. An analysis was performed by DHS and
concluded that the recommended contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as it will delay a possible cost increase. Although the 2.5% is below the
cost reduction threshold for this initiative, we believe based on the nature of the
services provided and past bidding history for these services, it is advantageous to
extend this contract to ensure the continuation of these necessary medical equipment
maintenance and repair services to DHS. Superior Scientific has been a responsive
contractor.
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Contract No. H-701585 - Philps

Background

Contract No. H-701585 was awarded to Philps effective July 1, 2005 through June 30,
2010. The annual maximum is $4,323,539.

Recommended AmendmentlFiscallmpact

DHS recommends extending this contract for five years for a total term of ten years. In
exchange, Philps is offering a 10% cost reduction to be effective January 1, 2010.
The discount also applies to LAC+USC Medical Center, which already received a 15%
discount for its equipment purchased for the Replacement Facility. The projected
gross savings will be $216,175 for 2009-10.

Justification

Philps provides maintenance and repair services for a variety of patient monitoring
and diagnostic imaging equipment at over a dozens of DHS facilities. Although the
five year recommended extension is beyond the two years targeted with this initiative,
it is worthwhile to obtain the significant cost savings that can be achieved through this
longer term extension. An analysis was performed by DHS and concluded that the
recommended contract amendment is economically advantageous to the County as it
will delay a possible cost increase. In addition, the recommended contract
amendment wil ensure the continuation of these necessary equipment maintenance
and repair services to DHS. Philps has been a responsive contractor.

Please let me know if you have any questions, or your staff may contact Kathy Hanks,
Director of Contract Administration and Monitoring at (213) 240-7819 or
khankscæd hs.lacounty.gov.

JFS:ds

c: Acting County Counsel
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ATTACHMENT Vi
'T-'i

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
PROBATION DEPARTMENT

ROBERT B. TAYLOR
Chief Probation Offcer

9150 EAST IMPERIAL HIGHWAY - DOWNEY, CALIFORNIA 90242

(562) 940-2501

September 1 , 2009

To: William T Fujioka
Chief Executive Officer

From: Robert B. Taylor
Chief Probation Officer

SUBJECT: CONTRACT EXTENSIONS AND COST REDUCTIONS APPROVAL
REQUEST

On June 16, 2009 the Board, on motion of Supervisor Ridley-Thomas, instructed the
Chief Executive Office (CEO), working with the Internal Services Department, County
Counsel, Auditor-Controller, and other departments as needed, to develop the
parameters for a contract cost savings initiative by requesting that contractors reduce
contract costs effective in 2009-10 in return for contract extensions. The Board also
authorized any contract extensions authorized under this initiative be executed without
competitive bidding and directed the CEO to include any resulting reductions in
Supplemental Changes for the 2009-10 County Budget.

On June 25, 2009, the CEO, acting on the Board's direction, provided instructions for
implementation of this cost savings initiative requesting that contractors reduce contract
costs effective in 2009-10 in return for contract extensions. The instructions directed
departments to canvass their contracts which met the appropriate criteria, and solicit
offers from those affected contractors to reduce the cost of the contracts in exchange
for one-year and/or two-year extensions.

Accordingly, I am recommending that the CEO propose to the Board of Supervisors the
following contract amendments to reduce cost and extend terms only (amendments will
be approved as to form by County Counsel):

Rebuild Lives and Provide for Healthier and Safer Communities



1. Contract No. 76930 - Name of Contractor: lnterquest Detection Canines

Backçiround

Narcotics detection
services

4 one-year options remaining/
2/28/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

1 year extension: 5% per year
· 2009-10 Savings: $3,750 NCC- based on 10/01/09 starl date
· 2010-11 Savings: $3.333 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due dilgence were performed by Probation:

1. Since this is a new service to the department, a historical review of
contractor's costs of providing this service could not be performed. However,
data from other services, suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for any
services, the contractor's costs have increased 2% to 10% per year. If this
trend continues, the data would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new
solicitation, Probation wil incur higher contractor's costs for providing this
service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
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costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement,
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs. savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

2. Contract No. 75157 - Name of Contractor: Select Staffing

BackÇlround

Clerical Services- Area
Offices

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction and applicable Net County Cost /Non:"Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% per vear
· 2009-10 Savings: $119.808 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $159.744 NCC

· 2011-12 Savings: $93.184 NCe

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due diligence were performed by Probation:
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1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractots costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement,
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

3. Contract No. 75187 - Name of Contractor: Lee's Maintenance

Background

Custodial - Los Padrinos
Juvenile Hall

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilzed on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.
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The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction for and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:.

1 vear extension: 5% /Jer vear
· 2009-10 Savings: $8,329 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $7.404 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due diligence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement, .
printinq,paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.
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4. Contract No. 75199 - Name of Contractor: Lee's Maintenance

Backçiround

Custodial services - six

sites

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

1 year extension: 5% per year
· 2009-10 Savings: $6.438 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $9.657 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due dilgence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In Gomparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.
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b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement,
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation will have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

5. Contract No. 75335 - Name of Contractor: G4SJustice Systems

Back~round

1 one-year option remaining/
8/31/09

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is based on a sliding scale fee for service basis; savings are
approximate based on current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal
monthly basis. Actual savings may be more or less than reflected amount as
determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% per year
· 2009-10 Savings: $39,464 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $52.618 NCe

· 2011-12 Savings: $ 8.769 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due dilgence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
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suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation will
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation. e.q. advertisement.
printinq. paper. etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation will have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

6. Contract No. 75631 - Name of Contractor: Sentinel Offender Services

BackQround

1 one-year option remaining/
5/31/09

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is revenue generating. Revenue is generated based on the number
of individuals referred to the program. Actual revenue may be more or less than
reflected amount as determined by actual use.
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The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
revenue increases;

2 year extension: 8%
· 2009-10 Revenue:: $15.705 -based on 10/01/09 start date
. 2010-11 Revenue: $20.940

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and .due diligence were performed by Probation:

Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new
solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinçi a new solicitation, e.çi. advertisement,
printinçi, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation will have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

7. Contract No. 76708 - Name of Contractor: Sentinel Offender Services
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Backçiround

Electronic monitoring via
global positioning

satelltes

$100,000
annually

4 one-year options remaining/
10/31/09

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is based on a sliding scale fee for service basis; savings are
approximate based on current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal
monthly basis. Actual savings may be more or less than reflected amount as
determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 vear extension: 8%
· 2009-10 Savings: $6.000 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $8.000 NCC

· 2011-12 Savings: $2.667 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due dilgence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff.

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
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costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation. e.q. advertisement,
printinq, paper. etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs ahd other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

8. Contract No. 64007120 - Name of Contractor: Soledad Enrichment Action, Inc.

Backaround

Gang Intervention-
Cluster 1 Area 1

2 one-year options remaining/
6/30/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: B% /Jer vear
· 2009-10 Savings: $12.000 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $16.000 NCC

. 2011-12 Savings: $16.000 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due diligence were performed by Probation:
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1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement,
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

9. Contract No. 64007121 - Name of Contractor: Asian Youth Center

Back~round

Gang Intervention -
Cluster 1 Area 2

2 one-year options remaining/
6/30/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilzed on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.
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The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% oer year
· 2009-10 Savings: $12,000 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $16.000 NCC

. 2011-12 Savings: $16,000 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due diligence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new
solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.Q. advertisement.
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a. contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.
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10. Contract No. 64007125 - Name of Contractor: Inter-Agency Drug Abuse
Recovery Program Inc.

BackÇlround

Gang Intervention -
Cluster 3 Area 2

2 one-year options remaining/
6/30/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% /Jer year
· 2009-10 Savings: $12.000 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $16.000 NCC

· 2011-12 Savings: $16.000 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due diligence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new
solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. . Given this information, the staff
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costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement.
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

11. Contract No. 64007126 - Name of Contractor: Helpline Youth Counseling

Backqround

Gang Intervention -
Cluster 4 Area 1

2 one-year options remaining/
6/30/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilzed on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% per year
· 2009-10 Savings: $12,000 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $16,000 NCC

· 2011-12 Savings: $16,000 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due diligence were performed by Probation:

15



1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement,
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

12. Contract No. 64007127 - Name of Contractor: Helpline Youth Counseling

Backaround

Gang Intervention-
Cluster 4 Area 2

2 one-year options remaining/
6/30/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.
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The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% oer year
· 2009-10 Savings: $12.000 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $16.000 NCC

· 2011-12 Savings: $16.000 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due diligence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation will
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinQ a new solicitation, e.Q. advertisement.
printinQ, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is

economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.
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13. Contract No. 64007128 - Name of Contractor: Asian Youth Center

Backçiround

Gang Intervention -
Cluster 5 Area 1

2 one-year options remaining/
6/30/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% /Jer year
· 2009-10 Savings: $12,000 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $16.000 NCC

· 2011-12 Savings: $16.000 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due diligence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new
solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
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costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement.
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation will have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

14. Contract No. 64007129 - Name of Contractor: United Community Action
Network, Inc.

Background

-l

Gang Intervention -
Cluster 5 Area 2

2 one-year options remaining/
6/30/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost ¡Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% /Jer year
· 2009-10 Savings: $12,000 NCe-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $16,000 NCC

· 2011-12 Savings: $16.000 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due dilgence were performed by Probation:
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1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation will
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement,
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation' there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

15. Contract No. 64005144 - Name of Contractor: Chinatown Service Center

BackQround

Operation Read -

Literacy program -
Cluster 1

$131 ,400

annually
6/30/10
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Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% /Jer year
· 2009-10 Savings: $7.844 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $10,512 NCC

. 2011-12 Savings: $10,512 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due diligence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinçi a new solicitation, e.çi. advertisement.
printinçi, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation will have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.
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Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

16. Contract No. 64005143 - Name of Contractor: People Who Care Youth Center

BackÇlround

Operation Read -
Literacy program -
Cluster 2

$131,400
annually

6/30/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

. This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% /Jer vear
· 2009-10 Savings: $7.844 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $10.512 NCC

· 2011-12 Savings: $10.512 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due dilgence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new
solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:
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a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement,
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

17. Contract No. 64005140 - Name of Contractor: New Directions for Youth

Backçlround

Operation Read -

Literacy program -
Cluster 3

$131 ,400

annually
6/30/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact 

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual
savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% /Jer year
· 2009-10 Savings: $7.844 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $10.512 NCC

. 2011-12 Savings: $10.512 NCC
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Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due dilgence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation will
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs were
considered in our comparison:

a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement.
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation wil have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.
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18. Contract No. 64005141 - Name of Contractor: Asian Youth Center

BackÇlround

Operation Read -
Literacy program -
Cluster 5

$131,400
annually

6/30/10

Recommended Amendment/Fiscallmpact

This contract is on a fee for service basis; savings are approximate based on
current estimated contract amount utilized on an equal monthly basis. Actual

savings may be more or less than reflected amount as determined by actual use.

The following are the recommended extension terms, percentage of dollar cost
reduction, and applicable Net County Cost /Non-Net County Cost savings:

2 year extension: 8% (Jer year
· 2009-10 Savings: $7.844 NCC-based on 10/01/09 start date
· 2010-11 Savings: $10.512 NCC

. 2011-12 Savings: $10.512 NCC

Justification

In order to conclude that this contract amendment is economically advantageous
to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new
solicitation the following analysis and due diligence were performed by Probation:

1. Our analysis involved a historical review of contractor's costs of providing this
service. Several solicitation periods were reviewed in our analysis. The data
suggests that, on average, when re-soliciting for this service, the contractor's
costs have increased 2% to 10 % per year. If this trend continues, the data
would suggest that, as a result of conducting a new solicitation, Probation wil
incur higher contractor's costs for providing this service.

2. Our analysis involved a breakdown of costs associated with conducting a new

solicitation in comparison to a contract amendment. The following costs wereconsidered in our comparison: .
a. Staff

On average, when conducting a new solicitation, the process takes from 9
to 12 months from start to completion. In comparison, conducting a

contract amendment takes 1 to 2 months. Given this information, the staff
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costs associated with conducting a new solicitation in comparison to a
contract amendment are significantly higher.

b. Associated costs with conductinq a new solicitation, e.q. advertisement,
printinq, paper, etc.

When conducting a new solicitation there are unavoidable costs
associated with advertisement, printing of RFPs and other supplies. In
comparison, these costs are avoidable when conducting a contract
amendment. As a result, Probation will have significant costs savings
when conducting a contract amendment instead of new solicitation.

Based on the results of our analysis above, a contract amendment is
economically advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of
conducting a new solicitation.

Please let me know if you have any questions, or your staff may contact Tasha Howard
at 562-940-2615 or Latasha.Howard~probation.lacounty.gov.

c: County Counsel

L:\CONTRACTS\MISC\Contract Extension Reduction\CEO Response\Contract Extensions Cost Reductions- Revised 092209.doc

26



~l~
f::~~~;y

...,.,.".. ",,,,,. """Y

ATTACHMENT VII

County of Los Angeles Public Library _ www.colapublib.org
7400 East Imperial Hwy., Downey, CA 90242 _ (562) 940-8400

Margaret Donnellan Todd
County Libraran

September 28, 2009

TO: William T Fujioka

Chief Executive Officer

. FROM: Margaret Donnellan Todtr
County Librarian "J" ~

CONTRACT EXTENSIONS AND COST REDUCTIONS APPROVAL REQUEST

On June 16, 2009 the Board, on motion of Supervisor Ridley-Thomas, instructed the
Chief Executive Office (CEO), working with the Internal Services Department, County
Counsel, Auditor-Controller, and other departments as needed, to develop the
parameters for a contract cost savings initiative by requesting that contractors reduce
contract costs effective in 2009-10 in return for contract extensions. The Board also
authorized any contract extensions authorized under this initiative be executed without
competitive bidding and directed the CEO to include any resulting reductions in
Supplemental Changes for the 2009-10 County Budget.

On June 25, 2009, the CEO, acting on the Board's direction, provided instructions for
implementation of this cost savings initiative requesting that contractors reduce contract
costs effective in 2009-10 in return for contract extensions. The instructions directed
departments to canvass their contracts which met the appropriate criteria, and solicit
offers from those affected contractors to reduce the cost of the contracts in exchange
for one-year and/or two-year extensions.

Accordingly, i am recommending that the CEO propose to the Board of Supervisors the
following contract amendments to reduce cost and extend terms only (amendments will
be approved as to form by County Counsel):

Contract No. 75269 - Landscape and Grounds Maintenance Services Area 3

Background

Contract No. 75269 was awarded to Sepco Earthscape, Inc. (Sepco) to provide
landscape and grounds maintenance services in the Public Library's Area 3
effective June 1, 2005. The contract term is three years with two one-year
renewal options. This contract is currently in the second option year which will



Wiliam T Fujioka
September 28,2009
Page 2

expire on May 31, 2010. The annual and monthly costs of this contract are
$52,191.12 and $4,349.26, respectively.

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact

The Public Library recommends amending this contract by adding two additional
option years, for a total of four. In exchange, Sepco is offering a 5% reduction
beginning on the monthly period immediately following the effective date of the
amendment. The projected savings have been approximated as follows:
$1,522.22 on prior year commitments; $2,609.52 in 2009-10; and $2,609.52 in
2010-11.

Justification

Landscape and grounds maintenance services are essential to Public Library
operations. The recommended contract extension is economically advantageous
to the County because it wil result in a total savings of $6,741.26 through the
extension period, and will delay the inevitable cost increase following a new
solicitation. In addition, the contract extension wil also defer the significant staff
time required to solicit for a new contract in a fiscal year when the Department
has many frozen administrative positions. The recommended contract extension
will ensure the continuation of quality service to the Public Library because
Sepco has demonstrated to be a knowledgeable and responsive contractor.

Contract No. 75463 - Landscape and Grounds Maintenance Services Area 4

Background

Contract No. 75463 was awarded to Sepco Earthscape, Inc. (Sepco) to provide
landscape and grounds maintenance services in the Public Library's Area 4
effective January 1, 2006. The contract term is three years with two one-year
renewal options. This contract is currently in the first option year. The seçond
option year will expire on December 31,2010. The annual and monthly costs of
this contract are $42,248.88 and $3,520.74, respectively.

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact

The Public Library recommends amending this contract by adding two additional
option years, for a total of four. In exchange, Sepco is offering a 5% reduction
beginning on the monthly period immediately following the effective date of the
amendment. The projected savings have been approximated as follows:
$352.08 on prior year commitments; $2,112.48 in 2009-10; $2,112.48 in 2010-
11; and $2,112.48 in 2011-12.
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Justification

Landscape and grounds maintenance services are essential to Public Library
operations. The recommended contract extension is economically advantageous
to the County because it will result in a total savings of $6,689.52 through the
extension period, and will delay the inevitable cost increase following a new
solicitation. In addition, the contract extension will also defer the significant staff
time required to solicit for a new contract in a fiscal year when the Department
has many frozen administrative positions. The recommended contract extension
will ensure the continuation of qualiy service to the Public Library because

Sepco has demonstrated to be a knowledgeable and responsive contractor.

Contract No. 75369 - Landscape and Grounds Maintenance Services Area 5

Background

Contract No. 75369 was awarded to Sepco Earthscape, Inc. (Sepco) to provide
landscape and grounds maintenance services in the Public Library's Area 5,
effective September 15, 2005. The contract term is three years with two one-
year renewal options. This contract is currently in the second option year which
will expire on September 14, 2010. The annual and monthly costs of this
contract are $53,525.76 and $4,460.48, respectively.

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal Impact

The Public Library recommends amending this contract by adding two additional
option years, for a total of four. In exchange, Sepco is offering a 5% reduction
beginning on the monthly period immediately following the effective date of the
amendment. The projected savings have been approximated as follows:
$2,230.20 in 2009-10; $2,676.24 in 2010-11; and $2,676.24 in 2011-12.

Justification

Landscape and grounds maintenance services are essential to Public Library
operations. The recommended contract extension is economically advantageous
to the County because it will result in a total savings of $7,582.68 through the
extension period, and will delay the inevitable cost increase following a new
solicitation. In addition, the contract extension will also defer the significant staff
time required to solicit for a new contract in a fiscal year when the Department
has many frozen administrative positions. The recommended contract extension
will ensure the continuation of quality service to the Public Library because
Sepco has demonstrated to be a knowledgeable and responsive contractor.
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Contract No. 76752 - Landscape and Grounds Maintenance Services Area 6

Background

Contract No. 76752 was awarded to Sepco Earthscape, Inc. (Sepco) to provide
landscape and grounds maintenance services in the Public Library's Area 6,
effective December 1, 2008. The contract term is three years with two one-year
renewal options. The second option year will expire on November 30, 2013. The
annual and monthly costs of this contract are $43,972.08 and $3,664.34,

respectively.

Recommended AmendmentlFiscallmpact

The Public Library recommends amending this contract by adding two additional
option years, for a total of four. In exchange, Sepco is offering a 5% reduction
beginning on the monthly period immediately following the effective date of theamendment. The projected savings have been approximated as follows:
$183.22 on prior year commitments; $2,198.64 in 2009-10; $2,198.64 in 2010-
11; $2,198.64 in 2011-12; $2,198.64 in 2012-13; $2,198.64 in 2013-14; and

$2,198.64 in 2014-15.

Justification

Landscape and grounds maintenance services are essential to Public Library
operations. The recommended contract extension is economically advantageous
to the County because it wil result in a total savings of $13,375.06 through the
extension period, and will delay the inevitable cost increase following a new
solicitation. In addition, the contract extension will also defer the significant staff
time required to solicit for a new contract in a fiscal year when the Department
has many frozen administrative positions. The recommended contract extension
will ensure the continuation of quality service to the Public Library because
Sepco has demonstrated to be a knowledgeable and responsive contractor.

Summary

The recommended contract amendments will result in a total savings of
approximately $34,388.52 through the recommended extension period. The
annual savings are as follows:
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Fiscal Year Annual Savings
Prior Year Commitments $2,057.52

2009-1 0 $9,150.84
2010-11 $9,596.88
2011-12 $6,987.36
2012-13 $2,198.64
2013-14 $2,198.64
2014-15 $2,198.64

TOTAL: $34,388.52

Please let me know if you have any questions, or your staff may contact Malou Rubio at
(562) 940-8450 or mrubiocælibrary.lacounty.gov.

MDT:TM:MR:gg
U:\Contct\OEVELOPMENnContract Exension Reduction\Final Leter to CEO Re Reduction - gg- Final.doc

c: County Counsel



ATTACHMENT VII

COUNTY OF LOS ANGELES
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS

"To Ennch Lives Through Effective and Canng ServiceØ

GAI FARER, Director

900 SOUTH FRONT AVENU
ALRA CALORN 91803-1331

Telephone: (626) 458-5100
htt://dpw.lacounty.gov ADDRES AL CORRSPONDENCE TO:

P.O. BOX 1460
ALBRA CALIFORN 91802-1460

September 29, 2009

IN REPLY PLEAE

REFER TO FILE: AS-O'

TO:

FROM:

Willam T Fujioka
Chief Exec~v~ O~. ./

Gail Farbef~
Director of Public Works

CONTRACT EXTENSIONS AND COST REDUCTIONS APPROVAL REQUEST

On June 16,2009, the Board, on motion of Supervisor Mark Ridley-Thomas, instructed
the Chief Executive Offce (CEO), working with Internal Services Department,
County Counsel, Auditor-Controller, and other departments as needed, to develop the
parameters for a contract cost-savings initiative by requesting that contractors reduce
contract costs effective in Fiscal Year 2009-10 in return for contract extensions. The
Board also authorized any contract extensions authorized under this initiative be
executed without competitive bidding and directed the CEO to include any resulting
reductions in Supplemental Changes for the Fiscal Year 2009-10 County budget.

On June 25, 2009, the CEO, acting on the Board's direction, provided instructions for
implementation of this cost savings initiative requesting that contractors reduce contract
costs effective in Fiscal Year 2009-10 in return for contract extensions. The instructions
directed departments to canvass their contracts that met the appropriate criteria, and
solicit. offers from those affected contractors to reduce the cost of the contracts in
exchange for one-year and/or two-year extensions.

Accordingly, i am recommending that the CEO propose to the Board the following
additional contract amendment listed in the attachment to reduce cost and extend terms
only (amendment wil be approved as to form by County Counsel):

Contract Information

Our attachment contains information on contract background, contract number,

contractor, name of contract, contract start date, contract expiration date, total amount
of contract, and Net County Cost (NCC). In addition, the attachment contains
information on the recommended amendment/fiscal impact detailng the recommended
extension term(s) and the percentage and dollar cost reduction for Fiscal Year 2009-10
(and Fiscal Year 2010-11 if applicable), distinguishing between NCC savings and
non-NCC savings.
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Justification

The attachment contains one or more justifications from the list below for each contract
that supports the recommendation by the Department of Public Works concluding that
the contract amendment (extension/cost reduction) is economically advantageous to the
County as compared to the potential results of conducting a new solicitation.

1. Extending the contract wil lock in a lower price immediately and provide instant

savings that can be utilzed to provide services.

2. Extending the contract provides additional savings beyond the immediate cost

reduction. There is value added by locking in old rates for future years. The Net
Present Value of future savings is considered an added value because the
contract has one or more years left in the contract, and the extension wil provide
cost savings for several years, in addition to the extension year(s). The

cumulative cost savings is significant.

3. When comparing the current contract rate/cost to the rate/cost from the previous
contract, the rate/cost is higher than the previous contract providing evidence
that the cost of this service has increàsed over time and is expected to continue
to increase.

4. During the last couple of solicitations for this service, Public Works experienced

little interest from proposers and received few or no proposals. The work is
highly specialized and very few, if any, proposers showed interest.

5. The contract costs consist mainly of wages, equipment, and fueL. None of these.

costs are likely to decrease during the life of any new contracts, and it is
expected that over the span of a contract there wil be si9llificant increases in
these costs that wil be reflected in any new proposals. Accordingly, we expect
the contract cost to increase when we re-bid.

6. Public Works wil realize cost savings and increased effciencies, without
interrupting critical services, by eliminating the cost of conducting re-solicitations.
These cost savings include the cost of advertising, reproducing and distributing
RFP documents; County Counsel billng, postage, as well as freeing staff time
that can be used on additional projects for classifications ranging from clerical to
Deputy Director.
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7. The contract is a prevailng wage contract with labor rates mandated by State or
Federal agencies. Our experience has been. that the mandated prevailng wages
have increased over time and that it is highly likely that the new solicitation will
result in a higher cost to the Public Works than existing contracts.

8. The contract is a Living Wage contract. The Living Wage mandates a minimum
wage rate for contract labor. The Living Wage will not decrease; therefore the
labor cost of such a contract wil not be lowered through are-solicitation s.ince the
contractor is obligated to continue to pay the Living Wage.

9. The contract is funded whole or in part through the Fiscal Year 2009-10 Road

Fund and anv savings realized is critical and imperative so that services can be
continued to be provided. Due to the impact of the final State budget's deferral of
revenue, the Road Fund is facing multiple negative budgetary cash flow impacts.
Therefore, any savings through the recommended contract amendment

(extension/cost reduction) to a contract paid by the Road Fund is economically
advantageous to the County as compared to the potential results of conducting a
new solicitation without the cost reduction offered by the contractor.

10. The contract is funded through a Public Works fund that wil experience some
negative cash flow impact during Fiscal Year 2009-10 due to the impact of the
final State budget's shifting of propert tax revenue. Therefore, anv savings
through the recommended contract amendment (extension/cost reduction) to a
contract paid by anyone of these impacted funds is critical and imperative so
that services can be continued to be provided.

11. This contract has received a negative COLA during the current contract period.
This negative COLA remains in effect even though prices for items such as fuel
have increased substantially in the interim. The cost reduction would lock in
these already lowered rates as well as provide for increased savings.

Please contact me if you have any questions, or your staff may contact
Ghayane Zakarian, Administrative Services Division, at (626) 458-4078 or
azakaricmdow.lacountv.aov.

JC:pl
P:\aspub\CONTRACT\esus\Contrct Cost Reducton Lelters\Contrct Extensions Cost Reductions. Depl Memo (3rd batch).doc

Attach.

cc: County Counsel



. '!i.' ~ ,¡~.. 1,. :
ATTACHMENTCONTRACTOR EXTENSION/COST REDUCTION

No. Contrct
No.

.C.aijl!ct
Contract Nam..

. stâ~':~~te

cLimïnt Ten Final Option
;'Exp;Date' Vr. Exp.

Date(1 )

.NCC
Contra~t. '. ¡ COntrct .

Amou'iif~2)" Poifon 'frirïNCC
Sangs

1 Vear
Exend

Reducton

1 Vear
Reducton
Saving.

2 Vear
Exend

Reduction

Contrctor
N~

As Needed
Underground

And
Aboveground
Storage Tank
Maintenance
And Repair

001825* Services* 04/28/2008 04/27/2010 04/27/2012 8.50%

Redwine-
Manley
Testing
Services $460,385 $0 $0

$0 $0

Total Contract

NCC $ from

Portion NCC

Savings

$0
Annual
Savings

for
Contracts
Receiving

1 yr

Total annual NCC Savings: $0
Total annual contract savings: $39,133 (3)
Expiration of one year contract extensions reduces savings in FY
1., The final contract termination date includes all option years if exercised.

2. The contract amounts are the contract amounts the Board approved excluding any contingencies and any subsequent
adjustments since the award of the contract such as Cost of Living, fuel, ~nd/or tipping fees.
3. Amount of savings in 09/1 0 wil be prorated

* Potential Cost Savings since these contract are as-needed contract and the full contract amount may not be utilized.

.. Programs - These contract consist of several contractors under one contrct program.

...Savings on professional.service contrct based on remaining balance of contract maximum sum.

2 Vear
Reduction
Saving.

JUlStlcatlon(a)

$39,133 1,2,6,7,11
$39,133

Total
Annual
Savings

for
Contract
Receiving

2 yr
Extension



ATTACHMENT IX

. . .". ..- "-'."
Mr.Wiliam T FuJioka
Chief Executive Officer
713 KenneLhHahnHall of Administration
.Los Angeles,Califomia. 90014

. . ,- ',. .' .
As...requésted by .theBoard ofSupérvisorS'i1otiononJuné 16,2009,andatthe
dir~ctionofyourstaff, the LosAngel~sCounty Sheriff'$pepartment. (Department)
identified current. contracts for whichtheaffectedçontractors may agree to reduce
contract costs in eXthangeJor contract extensions without competitive bidding, Each
identifiedcontractor was sent a letter offering.theirfinTl. a one or two-year. extension of
theircontract upon agreement of a cost reduction (0 rreven ue increase) based on the
motion oftheBoardanduponapproval by youroffic~, .

As a result ofthat.effort, lam.recommendingthatYou.propOseto.theBoard the
foHowingcontractarnendmentslistedin theattachmentto rerjucecostlincrease revenue
and extend terms only (amendmentswiU be approved as to form by County Counsel).
DuringF'iscal Year 2009-10,theacceptance of these amendmentswiU resUlt in än .
estimated savirigsof $101 ,000 and an .intrease in rev~mie of $120,000. .

Sliouldyouhaveanyquestions, please. contact Qirector Teri Wilhelrn. Fiscal

Administration Bureau, at (323) 526':5205.

~xkt-O-
JEROY D.BACA
SHERIFF

YlJrachÙon oj ¿Service



ATTACHMENT

Contract No. 76191.. Kèefe

A soUdtationwas posted On the County's and Department's W ebsites, in 2006 for
inmatecommissaryservices,andtwoproposals were received. The term of the "
contractisfor three years, withtwo one-year and onesix-monthoptions, effective
July 29,,2007, and ending January 28, 2013, ,after all options. This ¡sa,revenue
generating contract estimated at $8 milion annual revenue to the Inmate Welfare Fund
with no net County cost.

ReCommendedAmendmeritlFiscal'lmpact

I. recÓrnrnendarrendingthis cont,.actbyadding twoadditional option years. In
exchange, Keefe isoff~ring a reve nue increase effective January 1, 2010, following the
effective dateoftheamehdiient. The projected revenue increase has been
approximated as follows:

. .. , .
TheGurrent revenue rate is 51.5 percent and would increase to 53 percent effective
January 1,2010. Theamendment wil result in a contractterm ending
January 28,2015. .

Under this agreement, ,Keefe provides fnmateswith an opportunity to purchase a variety
of COmmissary goods. Based on the. previous solicitation, which resulted in only two
proposals, a new solicitation may not result in anadequate number of respondents,as
Iowa rate for the services nor as high a percenh:ige of revenue sharing. Keefe has
proven to be a responsive contractor.



A sblicitationwas postedon the Countys and DepartmentsWebsites in 2005 for
end-stagedialysistreatm'ent servÎces, and thre.eproposalswere received. The term of
thecpntradis two. years, with three one:-year and one. six-month options. effective
July 5, 2006, and ending January 4,2012, after all options. The annual cost of thiscontractis$1,040,OOÖ. .
Recòrnmen(ied AmëndmentlFiscal Impact. . .

S2,000
73,000
73,000
.73.000

i recommendamendingthisconträctbyaddingtwoadditionaloption years. In...
exchange,.DaYitaHealthcareisofferihg an immediate 7 percent reduction beginning
Octobër1 ,2009, the effective date of the ametidment.

Da Vita Healthcare provides outpatient end stage renal dialysis treatment serviêesin
compliance with the Federal ~nd Stage Renal Dialysis (ESRD) Regulations and
Int.er.p. ..retiv.e. .G. .ui.d... elin. es i.o....r in.niates...with .ch.. ro. .n... i.c. re.n...al f.a... i1ur. e w.. h.o.a.re. .bei.n.9.. he...ld. in... '." . _.. .".

Department detention facilties. Basedon the previous solicitation results,. a new
solicitation may notresultipan adequate number of Jespondents because . the security
requirements placeäheavy burden oncontractorsthat are notaccustomed to providfng
theses~rvicesto the. incarcerated.... DaVita Healthçare has proven to be a responsivecontractor. .

r

A solìeitationwas postedforendstagedialysistreatment services in 2005, which
resulted in the Da Vita Healthcarecontractand.selectionof Daniel Levitan, MD¡ Inc. as
a professional. service provider toDa Vita Healthcare. The term of the contract is two
years, with three one-year and onesix~monthoptÎons effective July 5, 2006, and



~3-

expiring January4, 2012jafter all options. The annual cost of this contractis
approximately $40,000.

.Recommended AmendmentlFiscal..lmpact

Jrecommendamending this contract by adding one additionaloption year. In
exchange, Daniel Levitan,MD, Inc. is offeringan~immediate10 percent reduction
beginning Òn the effective date of the amendment Contractor did not offer a two-year
extension reduction. The projected savings have been approximated as follows:

$3,000
$ 4,000

, $ ... 4,000
.....$..' ,.2'0... .0.0.,. - .--.

$ 13,000

Basedon thepreviouSsoliCitation results, a newsolicitationmay not result in an
adequat~:nLJmber of respondents because the security requirements place a heavy
burdenoncontradorsthatare not accustomed to providing these services to the

incarcerated. Daniel Levitan,MD, Inc. .has provento bea responsive contractor.

Background. .
A sölicitationwaspostedonth~ County's and DepartmentsWebsites in 2007 for digital
X-ray equipment maintenance and repair services, and two bids were received. The

. term of the contract is three years, with two one-year and one six.;month options,
effective November 20,2007, and expiring May 19, 2013. The annual cost ofthis
contract is$155,OOO. . . .. . . . .

.J

RecomniendedAmendmentlFiscal.lmpact

r recommend amending th is contract byaddingtwo additional option years. In
exchange, Fuji Film Medical Systems is offering an immediate 1 0 percent reduction
beginningon theeffed¡"e date of the amendment. The projected savings have been
approximated as follows:
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Justification

Fuji Film Medical Systems provides on-Site, hospital environment maintenance
(diagnostics) and repairservicesto FuJi™ hardware, softare (maintenance and .
upgrades), and related components. Based on the previous solicitation, Which resulted
in only two bids,anewsolicitationm~ynot resultinan adequate number of
respondents'oramore favorable rate. FuJi Film Medical Systems hasproven to be a
'. responsive contractor. .

A solicitation was posted on theCoi.nty and Dèpartmetits Website in 2008 forchiHer
equipmèntmaintenanceand repairserviCès,andonly one bid was rèceiyed. The
awardedcontraGtor, York International, later assigned this contract (with County
approval) toJohnsonContrbls; Inc. The term of the contract is one year, with four
onè-year options effective Augusf30, 2005,aríd expiring August 29, 201 O. The annual
cost of this co ntra cUs $84;000.

Recommended Aiendmen,tlFlscallmpact

I recClmmend amendingthiscdntractby adding twoadditionaloption years.. In
exchange, Johnson Controls, Inc. is offering an immedIate 12 percent reduction
beginnirlgon the effective date of the amendment. The projected savings have been
a pproxi mated as follows: .

2 èaréxtensiòn.12 ercent
2ÖÖ9-1Q reveh\.eincrease
. 2010-11Tevenueiricreas$
.201f.IZrevenue lricreáse
2012-13 rèvenÜé increase

$7,560
$10,080
$10,080
$1,680
$29,400
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Johnson Controls, .Inc. provides maintenance and repair services for three 850-ton York
ice-prodvcing. rotary screw chilers and three 1,220-ton . York rotary screw chilers.
Basedonthe.past .soHcitation, which . resulted in only one bid, a new solicitation .maynot
resiiitinanadequate numberofrespondentsor a more favorable rate. Johnson
Controls, Inc; has proven to be a responsive contractor.

.Contraèt No. 75485- Western State Désiøn

Background

A solicitation was postedonthe Gounty'sand DepartmentsWebsites in 2005 for
laundryêquipmeht mäintenance, and onlyone contractor responded. The term of the
contract is three years, with two orie-year and onesi.x-month options, effective
December 20,2005, and. expiring June 19, 2011. The annual cost of this contract is
$1,071,000 (increasing to $1,121,980).

Recommended Amendment/Fiscal hiipact

I recornmendamendirigthis contract by addingtwoadditìonal option years. In
exchange,. WesternStateDesignis offeringto waive the 4.76 percent escalation
provision that is scheduled to go into effect on December 19, 2009, with no further.
escalations through the eTiçl of the contract, including the extension periods. The
projected savings have beenapproxirnatedas follows:

Western StatesDesignproviçles maintenance onthe.Departments.laundry equipment
servicing the entirejail population. Based on the previous solicitation, which resulted in
only one bid,a new solicitation may not result in an adequate numberof respondents or
a more favorable rate. Western States Design has proven to be a responsive
contractor.


